TANAKA, S. et al. 
Appl.No. 10/689,073 
May 19, 2009 

REMARKS/ARGUMENTS 

In view of the amendments and remarks herein, favorable reconsideration and allowance 
of this application are respectfully requested. By this Amendment, claims 1, 6-8, 11-13, 18-20, 
23, 27, 29, 32, 36-40, and 42-44 have been amended solely for clarity. Thus, claims 1-45 are 
pending, although claims 7-9, 19-21, 30, 32-37, 39-41, and 43-45 and pending and withdrawn. 1 

Claims 1-2, 6, 10-14, 16, 22-24, 38, and 42 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as 
allegedly being unpatentable over Oakes et al. (U.S. Patent Publication No. 2004/0063498) in 
view of Yue (U.S. Patent Publication No. 2004/0203354). This Section 103 rejection is 
respectfully traversed for at least the following reasons. 

It appears that the Office Action essentially agrees with Applicant's previous arguments 
to the effect that the alleged Oakes/Burr combination failed to teach or suggest "said displayed 
parent device information capable of including the information of a plurality of parent devices," 
and thus substituted Yue for Burr. However, for at least the reasons set forth below, Applicant 
submits that the alleged Oakes/Yue combination is similarly deficient and thus fails to render 
obvious the claimed invention. It is noted that the corresponding claim elements have been 
amended slightly, solely for clarity. 

Yue relates to a Bluetooth remote access device that is configured to communicate with a 
plurality of Bluetooth devices. More particularly, Yue is directed to techniques for making it 
easier to initiate communications between two Bluetooth devices (apart from the remote access 
device itself), thereby facilitating communications among and between such devices. See 
paragraphs 8 and 9 of Yue. In this regard, Yue teaches that Bluetooth devices 1 10, 120, and 130 

1 The Examiner is kindly requested to confirm the status of the claims, as the present Office Action Summary seems 
to suggest that the withdrawn claims have been cancelled rather than merely withdrawn, which is incorrect. 
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must be configured to communicate with each other before any communications can take place. 
Yue further teaches that an initialization protocol sets up this type of communication by 
displaying a list of devices on each device and then identifying which device is master and which 
device is slave. Devices thus are "paired" so that one device is set up as master and another 
device is set up as slave. See paragraphs 15-16 of Yue. 

According to paragraph 21 of Yue, a user can use a remote access device 150 to initialize 
communications between two Bluetooth devices without having to travel from one device to the 
other. Indeed, as paragraph 22 makes clear, the goal of Yue is to initialize communications 
between two of devices 110, 120, and 130 via the remote access device 150. In this regard, the 
user can use the remote access device 150 to specify a pairing such that one of the devices 110, 
120, and 130 becomes a master and another becomes a slave. According to Yue, the remote 
access device 150 can be used as a relay between the selected master device and slave device 
(i.e., any two of devices 110, 120, and 130), or the remote access device 150 can instruct the 
selected master device and slave device to communicate directly with one another. In paragraph 
23, Yue indicates that the remote access device 150 can be configured as a remote control 
device, as well, so that it can control the devices 1 10, 120, and 130. 

From the above description, it is clear that Yue suffers from many of the same 
deficiencies as Burr. For example, both Yue and Burr are inapplicable to the present invention. 
Specifically, claim 1 recites "a plurality of mobile game units, which function as a parent device 
or child device." Yue and Burr, on the other hand, are directed to ad-hoc networks, where each 
device acts as both client and server. As before, the ad-hoc networks of Yue and Burr are not 
equivalent with the typical network settings contemplated by the claims and by Oakes. Burr 
provides evidence of the non-combinability of these two types of networks at paragraph 4 thereof 
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by explicitly contrasting these two mutually exclusive network arrangements. Thus, one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention would not have considered applying the 
teachings of Yue or Burr to Oakes « much less in a manner that would render obvious the 
claimed invention. 

With respect to the substance of what Yue teaches, Applicant observes that Yue actually 
is quite similar to Oakes in that Oakes discusses "a selectable server unit" while Yue 
contemplates a user being able to initiate communications between a master device and a slave 
device. However, in Yue (like Oakes) there is no explicit teaching or inherent requirement that a 
plurality of master devices be present. Furthermore, an examination of Yue (like Oakes) reveals 
that every discussion of communication initialization contemplates and discusses a single master 
and a single slave. Yue is even explicit in (1) calling such arrangements "pairings," and (2) 
indicating that a communication channel is established "between two 'paired' Bluetoth devices." 
Thus, it appears that Yue, like Oakes, actually intended that there be only a single server or a 
single master. Thus, even if a single server were displayed for selection by a user, that selection 
would not require "more than one" such server or master. 

Furthermore, Applicant respectfully submits that one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of the invention reading Yue would, if anything, consider the remote access device 150 to 
be a server. This belief is based on the fact that Yue uses the remote access device 150 to control 
all of the other devices in the ad hoc network, whether that control is used to cause two other 
devices in the ad hoc network to communicate with one another or to use the remote access 
device 150 as a remote control. But in all cases, the remote access device 150 essentially is 
being used as a server - but there is only one such remote access device 1 50 and it is not 
selectable from a list of more than one remote access devices. As such, even under this view, 
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Yue fails to make up for the admitted deficiencies of Oakes in that it fails to teach or suggest 
"displayed parent device information capable of including the information of a plurality of parent 
devices." 

In view of the above, Applicant respectfully submits that the alleged Oakes/Yue 
combination does not teach or suggest each and every feature of the claimed invention, and that 
one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention would not have combined Oakes and 
Yue in the manner alleged in the Office Action. Thus, reconsideration and withdrawal of this 
rejection are respectfully requested. 

It is noted that claims 6 and 18, which previously were indicated as being allowable, now 
appear to be rejected based on the alleged Oakes/Yue combination. Inasmuch as these claims 
include limitations similar to those discussed above, they are not rendered obvious for 
substantially the same reasons as those provided above. Furthermore, it is unclear from the 
Office Action how exactly the final recitations in each of these claims are met by the prior art of 
record. Thus, these claims should be allowable for this further reason. 

Claims 4, 10, 16, and 22 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as allegedly being 
unpatentable over Oakes in view of Yue and further in view of Burr (U.S. Patent Publication No. 
2003/0079003). Claims 3, 15, and 25-31 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as allegedly being 
unpatentable over Oakes in view of Yue and Burr, and further in view of Bluetooth Specification 
version 1.0B (widely available online). Claims 5 and 17 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as 
allegedly being unpatentable over Oakes in view of Yue and Burr, and further in view of Darling 
et al. (PCT Publication #WO 93/23 125). However, the introduction of these further references, 
even if appropriate, fails to make up for the above-noted deficiencies of the alleged Oakes/Yue 
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combination. Thus, reconsideration and withdrawal of these further rejections are respectfully 



In view of the foregoing amendments and remarks, Applicant respectfully submits that 
the invention defined by the amended claims herein is not taught or suggested by the prior art of 
record. Thus, withdrawal of the rejections and allowance of this application are earnestly 
solicited. Should the Examiner have any questions, please do not hesitate to call the undersigned 
attorney at the phone number below. 



RYM:jr 

901 North Glebe Road, 1 1th Floor 
Arlington, VA 22203-1808 
Telephone: (703)816-4000 
Facsimile: (703)816-4100 



requested. 



Respectfully submitted, 



NIXON & VANDERHYE P.C. 
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